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symbolic? Why are metaphysical judgments tautologies and its
reasoning a make-believe? What is the meaning of enjoyingly
believing in the contents of metaphysics? What is the difference
between this belief and superstitious beliefs? Are the transcen-
dental Ideas believed in without any reason? If we are led to
them by some reasoning, then this reasoning uses judgments
which cannot be tautologies. It may be that the three Ideas,
being limiting concepts, are logical prejudices. Nietzsche asked
whether it was not a prejudice that philosophers valued non-
contradiction so much. It may be said that all such ultimate
concepts, all heuristic principles, the proof of which lies in the
fact that we cannot do without them, may be said to be believed
in. But do we enjoyingly believe in them? In terms of Alexander's,
I may be said to enjoyingly perceive my cognition. But I cannot
be said to enjoyingly know the Ideas of Reason. I may enjoy my
belief in them," but not the Ideas themselves. Further, if meta-
physical reasoning is a systematic exposition, is it not a system of
significant judgments and not of tautologies? There can be no
system of tautologies, "The Idea of God as the sum-total of
existence is the final presupposition of experience": is this judg-
ment a tautology? "The I is in truth a limiting concept": is this
a tautology? Are these not metaphysical or philosophical judg-
ments? Are they, again, self-evident? If philosophy is a system of
judgments, the judgments cannot be tautologies, because a
judgment like "X is X" cannot be systematically related with a
judgment like "Y is Y." But if we have judgments like "X is Y"
and " Y is Z/' they can be related; and they form a system because
of the presence of both identity and difference between the
subject and the predicate of the same judgment) and between
judgment and judgment. Further, philosophical judgments are
not exhausted by the three judgments "Object is," "I am" and
"The Absolute is." The examples given above are also philo-
sophical judgments; and a system of such judgments is philosophy.
What is the reason for saying that metaphysical judgments are
not judgments? Professor Bhattacharya writes: "In a judgment,
proper, the word 'is' expresses only the objective attitude of the'
subject, but in this apparent judgment, 'is' means an objective
content which is self-subsistent but no fact. To express or formu-
late this content is still to retain an objective attitude. This
attitude is explicitly dropped in saying 'I am/ The content here
also is spoken and not spoken of, but it is explicitly understood as
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